JOHN CARROLL. 



RETURN to an Order of the Honourable The House of Commons, 
dated 8 April 1 867 ; — -for, 



COPY “ of all Memorials of John Carroll , late a Clerk in the Dublin Post 
Office, to the Postmaster General, with the Answers thereto.” 



General Post Office, 

7 May 1867. J 



JOHN TILLEY, 

Secretary. 



— No. 1 — 

Mr. Blake , m.p., to Mr. Tilley. 

Sir, Waterford, 30 July 1866. 

About a fortnight since I had the honour of an interview with you relative 
to the case of a late clerk in the Accountant’s Office, in the General Post Office, 
Dublin, dismissed on 10th of last July, for having written an anonymous letter 
relative to the head of his department. I now beg to enclose a memorial from 
Mr. Carroll to his Grace the Postmaster General, which I beg you will have 
the goodness to bring before his Grace. 

I beg to say that I have known the memorialist from the time he was a boy, 
and had many opportunities of observing his character during the seven years 
he served in the "Waterford Post Office, and can bear my testimony to the 
excellent character he has always borne, and the high estimation he was held 
in by every one who knew him. 

I believe him to be a man of probity and truthfulness, and do not think that 
he would be likely to do anything of a dishonorable character. 

Whilst strongly condemning him for having written the anonymous letter in 
question, I believe he did so whilst labouring under a sense of wrong, and 
from an apprehension that he might be subjected to unpleasantness from his 
superior officer if he attached his name. 

I earnestly trust that the Postmaster General, taking into consideration the 
length of service of the memorialist, and his previous excellent character, will 
be pleased to take his prayer into favourable consideration. Should he mer- 
cifully restore him to his former position I have every confidence he will have 
no reason to regret his clemency. 

As memorialist states truly, his position will be a deplorable one should he 
not be reinstated, as he will find it difficult, if not indeed impossible, to procure 
any other employment, and must be reduced to great poverty. 

I have, &e. 



Enclosure in No. 1. 

2, William-street, Waterford, 28 July 1866. 
To his Grace the Duke of Montrose , Her Majesty’s Postmaster General, &c. 

The Memorial of John Carroll, late a Second Class Clerk in the Dublin 
Post Office, 

Respectfully showeth. 

That memorialist having addressed an anonymous letter to the Postmaster General, 
m April last, concerning the manner in which he, with other officers, were passed over 
on a late occasion of promotion to the first class, and having been recently dismissed from 
30p. A ffie 
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the service for so doing without any opportunity of either explanation or defence beino- 
afforded to him, most respectfully begs leave to submit the following statement for your 
Grace’s consideration. . 

That memorialist, while admitting the great indiscretion of which he has been guilty, 
yet being influenced by feelings of exasperation at seeing juniors placed over him, as well 
as over the other senior officers of the second class, in places where they were afforded 
opportunities (denied to the rest) of learning first class duty, addressed the letter in ques- 
tion to the Postmaster General, the statements in which are substantially true, and which 
memorialist is in a position to prove. 

That although memorialist strongly deprecates anonymous letter writing, yet fearing 
that he would be subjected to persecution in the office had lie affixed his name thereto, he 
was induced to adopt that course. 

That for a considerable time past two friends of the accountant in the Dublin office 
(Mr. Parkinson and Mr. Hall) have on various occasions been placed on first class 
duty. 

That none of their senior officers on the second class have ever had similar opportu- 
nities afforded them of learning that duty. 

That being thus made eligible, Mr. Parkinson was accordingly promoted to the late 
first class vacancy on recommendation of the accountant. 

That memorialist believes that Mr. Parkinson is the godson of the accountant, and 
Mr. Hall the nephew of one of his sureties. 

That an investigation was subsequently held, the object of which seemed to memorialist 
to be solely confined to finding out the names of the writers of the anonymous letters, no 
allusion whatever having been made as to the truth or falsehood of the charges they 
contained. 

That memorialist was not called upon for any explanation, but was condemned without 
an opportunity being afforded to him of proving his statements. 

That no complaint has ever been made against memorialist during the whole period of 
his official career. 

That memorialist can with the utmost confidence appeal to all the officers in the account 
branch of the Dublin office, amongst whom he would more especially mention the cashier 
(under wliem he was placed for the last four or five years), as to his high sense of honour, 
truth, and integrity, as well as to his steadiness and unceasing care and attention in the 
discharge of his duties, besides being able to obtain testimonials of a similar character 
from persons of the highest respectability. 

That memorialist therefore earnestly prays that your Grace may be pleased to direct 
that a full investigation may be instituted to enable memorialist to prove the truth of the 
charges he made, and which, if satisfactorily proved, that your Grace may be still further 
pleased to reconsider his case, memorialist having passed a period of about 18 years in the 
service (seven in Waterford, and 11 in Dublin), being not well fitted for any other employ- 
ment, in addition to his dismissal from the public service being likely to prove a serious 
obstacle to his obtaining any, and deprived of his only means of support. 

And for which memorialist will ever feel grateful. 

(signed) John Carroll. 



— No. 2. — 

Mr. Scudamore to Mr. Blake, m.p. 

Sir, _ General Post Office, 3 September 1866. 

The memorial which you forwarded on behalf of Mr. Carroll, late clerk in the 
Dublin Post Office, has been submitted to the Postmaster General, and in reply 
I am desired to express to you his Grace’s regret that he cannot alter his previous 
decision in Mr. Carroll’s case. 

I am to point out that Mr. Carroll was dismissed not for preferring false 
charges, for the truth or falsehood of the charges was not the point then at 
issue, but for writing anonymous letters preferring charges against his superior 
officer. 

It is due, however, to that superior officer to add that the charges, the 
particulars of which have since been set forth by Mr. Carroll, have been 
answered and disproved. 

I am, &c. 
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— No. 3. — 

Sir H. IV. Barron , Bart., m.p., to his Grace the Duke of Montrose. 

My Lord, House of Commons, 1 August 1866. 

A person named John Carroll, a clerk in the Dublin Post Office, has lately 
been dismissed for writing an anonymous letter. A memorial* has been 
forwarded to your Grace, stating the whole facts, and an inquiry is prayed as to 
the truth of these facts. 

Mr. Carroll served the Post Office faithfully, diligently, and well during 18 
years. His character bears strict inquiry ; he is most respectable. I write to 
recommend him to your favourable consideration, and hope that he may be 
reinstated in his situation under all the circumstances, as more fully explained in 
his memorial.* 

I have, &c. 



— No. 4. — 

Sir H. IV. Barron, Bart., m.p., to his Grace the Duke of Montrose. 

My Lord, Barroncourt, Waterford, 5 September 1866. 

Before I left London some weeks since, I wrote to your Grace respecting the 
case of John Carroll, late of the accountant’s office in the General Post Office, 
Dublin. I received no answer to my letter, which is the reason of my again 
writing on this subject. 

The whole case for Mr. Carroll was stated fairly in his memorial. I cannot 
help saying that, after his long and faithful services, his dismissal appeal’s to me 
an extremely harsh measure. It is quite plain that he was passed over in his 
office, and his juniors promoted over his head through favouritism. He has 
asked for inquiry, and is only anxious to have the whole truth told. I am quite 
certain that this will not be refused on public grounds. 

I have, &c. 



— No. 5. — 

Mr. Scudamore to Sir Sir Ii. W. Barron , Bart., m.p. 

Sir, General Post Office, 10 September 1866. 

I am directed by the Postmaster General to express to you his regret that 
your letter of the 1st ultimo should have remained so long unanswered. 

I am to inform you that, having had before him the memorial presented oil 
behalf of Mr. Carroll, late clerk in the Dublin Post Office, his Grace regrets 
that after a full reconsideration of the case, he is unable to alter his decision. 
Mr. Blake, by whom the memorial was forwarded, has been informed 
accordingly. 

Mr. Carroll was dismissed not for preferring false charges, for the truth or 
falsehood of the charges was not the point then at issue, but for writing 
anonymous letters, preferring charges against his superior officer. 

It is due, however, to that superior officer to add that the charges, the parti- 
culars of which have since been set forth by Mr. Carroll, have been answered 
and disproved. 

I am, &c. 



— No. 6. — 

Sir H. IV. Barron, Bart., m.p., to his Gracejhe Duke of Montrose. 

My Lord, Cromer, Norfolk, 25 September 1866. 

. £ PEAR that there has been some irregularity somewhere in the transmission 
either of my letter to your Grace, or of the answer which I naturally expected 
o letters of a public or official character. 

_ . I am 



• i.e. The preceding memorial of 28th July. 
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I am therefore compelled reluctantly to write a third letter respecting the 
memorial of Mr. John Carroll, late an accountant in the General Post Office, 
Dublin ; I received no answer to my two former letters, the first of which was 
written about two months since. 

I have, &c. 



— No. 7. — 

Mr. Scudamore to Sir H. W. Barron , Bart., m.f. 
gj r? General Post Office, 28 September 1866. 

I am desired by the Postmaster General to acknowledge the receipt of your 
further letter of the 25th instant, and to express to you his Grace’s regret that 
the reply to your two previous letters on behalf of Mil • Can oil, late clerk in 
the Dublin Post Office, should not have reached you. That reply was written 
on the 10th instant, and was addressed, it is believed, to Barroncourt, Waterford, 
where possibly it is now remaining ; but in case it should have miscarried, I am 
directed to enclose a copy of it for your information. 

I am, &c. 



— No. 8. — 



Mr. Carroll to his Grace the -Duke of Montrose. 

My Lord, 2, William-street, Waterford, 23 October 1866. 

In the letters lately received from the London Post Office by Sir Henry 
Barron and Mr. John Blake, the Members of Parliament for this city, in answer 
to the memorial which they had the honour of forwarding to your Grace on 
my behalf not long since, .it is stated that I was dismissed from the Dublin 
Office for “ writing anonymous letters preferring charges against my superior 
officer,” which charges “ have since been answered and disproved.” 

In reply, allow me to say that I wrote but one anonymous letter "preferring 
charges” against Mr. Long, and was not in any way whatever connected with 
communications of a similar character which appeared in newspapers or other- 
wise, about that period. And as none of the several gentlemen in the Dublin 
Office, whose claims have been so unjustly set aside on the recent occasions of 
promotion in that establishment, have been asked a single question since the 
day of my dismissal, I am completely at a loss to know how, or by whom, 
have my charges been answered and disproved. 

It may be, that having committed some slight inaccuracy in stating the 
precise degree of relationship or intimacy which exists between Mr. Long and 
his favourites, he has formed of it a pretext for inducing your Grace to decline 
granting the investigation prayed for in my memorial. If such is the case, it 
must appear quite plain to any one that the case must indeed be indefensible, 
which would thus strive to screen itself behind such flimsy obstacles. If not 
afraid, why has not Mr. Long come forward and appealed to those men on 
whose rights he has trampled, in testimony of the justice and impartiality of 
his recent recommendations for promotion ? Has he attempted to point out 
what faults they have committed, or in what way or on what occasions they 
have disqualified themselves? Why has he never afforded them the same 
opportunities of rendering themselves eligible which have been afforded only 
to his friends, Messrs. Parkinson and Hall ? 

In the several positions they occupied, have they not discharged their duties 
with credit to themselves, and satisfaction to the office ? In support of this 
assertion, could not the books they kept be produced, and the senior officers of 
their several departments be appealed to ? JVhy have none of these things 
been done ? or has Mr. Long courted that full and candid inquiry into those 
matters which I have. 

My Lord, as the Post Office has neither required or received any evidence 
whatever in my defence, I write to say that I am ready to proceed to London/ 
and submit myself to any cross-examination yon or your deputy may be pleased 
to subject me to (if such should be your pleasure); and which might have^the 
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effect of inducing your Grace to alleviate in some degree the unmerited severity 
with which I have been punished. The matter has evidently been set forth in 
a distorted and exaggerated form, and no amount of writing can ever settle it. 

I await a reply, and in the meantime beg to have the honour of subscribing 
myself, &c. 



— No. 9. — 

Mr. Frederic Hill to Mr. Carroll. 

Sir, General Post Office, 7 November 1866. 

I am desired by the Postmaster General to inform you, in reply to your 
further letter of the 23rd ultimo, that his Grace must decline to re-open your 
case. It was perfectly well known that you were the author of only one of 
the two anonymous letters preferring charges against your superior officer, and 
that Mr. Beale, a clerk in the same office as yourself, and who was dismissed at 
the same time, was the author of the other. Further, in order to remove a 
misapprehension under which you appear still to labour, I am to repeat that 
the offence for which both Mr. Beale and yourself were dismissed, was the 
bringing of charges against your superior officer in anonymous letters, and that 
the truth or falsehood of such charges was not the point then at issue. 

I am, &c. 



— No. 10. — 

Mr. Carroll to his Grace the Duke of Montrose. 

2, William-street, Waterford, 

My Lord, 13 November 1866. 

Allow me thankfully to acknowledge the receipt of a letter addressed to me 
a few days since by direction of your Grace (dated London, 7th November), in 
which I am reminded that anonymous letter writing was the sole cause of my 
dismissal. Of this I was already perfectly well aware ; but, strange as the 
question may seem, may I ask what other course was open to me ? 

Are not post office clerks strictly prohibited from sending forward any official 
communication except through the head of their department, who in this case 
■happened to be the very man who so openly disregarded their unquestionably 
just claims ? 

is it not true that they dare not communicate directly with the Postmaster 
General ? and for this reascrn was I not debarred from bringing the matter 
directly under your Grace’s notice ? 

Are they not warned against using political or Parliamentary interest for any 
official purpose ? as, had not this been the case, I could have easily procured 
the interest of several Members of Parliament. who would have at once submitted 
my charges for your Grace’s consideration. Are they not cautioned against 
speaking about official matters to the public, many of whom, of high position, 
would have gladly interested themselves in this case and thus prevent this 
unfortunate occurrence ? Is it not then quite plain that, view it from whatever 
side you will, it was so completely surrounded by restrictions that no legitimate 
means whatever were left for drawing attention to the injustices complained of, 
except by sending a remonstrance through Mr. Long himself, and have those 
who would sign it marked out for future persecution and perhaps dismissal. 
And here let me ask, Where is the tenant who would be so mad as to complain 
■of a harassing agent to his landlord, if he were required to send his complaint 
through that agent himself ? I leave it to your Grace to say what treatment 
he might expect ; and is not this my case ? 

With reference to the closing paragraph of the London letter of the 7th 
instant, already alluded to, viz., “ that the truth or falsehood of my charges was 
not the point then at issue,” allow me to remark that my character having 
been subsequently assailed in the most wanton and unjustifiable manner by the 
public announcement in the postal official circular of the 16th of July last, that 
309. A3 I was 
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I was “ dismissed for writing anonymous letters falsely impugning the condu 
of my superior officer," it became at once my duty to refute an assertion 
utterly untrue by making “ my charges” the subject of a memorial, praying: for 
a full investigation into them (being no longer fettered by post office 
restrictions). Yet, notwithstanding that application, and the letters of Sir 
Henry Barron and Mr. Blake for a similar purpose, the full investigation has 
not (I regret to have to say) been granted. 

My Lord, taking into account the frequent disputes of Mr. Lon°- with hi' 
officers, the reports of many of which cannot but have reached the ears of the 
London office, it might have been very reasonably inferred that some cause 
existed for those anonymous complaints. Had a full inquiry in the first place 
been made into them, and that on trial they were found to be “ false,” then indeed 
would “ dismissal and disgrace” have been but too well merited. But as no 
opportunity has been afforded me of substantiating “ my charges,” and being 
prevented by the Post Office from availing myself of any of those otherwise 
legitimate means detailed in this letter, I leave it to the fair and unbiassed 
opinion of anyone to say if the" offence is at all commensurate with the punish- 
ment inflicted, if the arguments contained in this communication may not "be 
deemed altogether undeserving of attention, and if in submitting this brief 
notice of some of the more prominent features of “ this case” for vour Grace’s 
still further consideration, i have succeeded in proving that its merits have 
neither been maturely weighed nor fairly tested, allow me to entreat that under 
these circumstances the sentence of dismissal recorded against me may be 
cancelled, and that either some place may be assigned to me in the London 
office, or some suitable pension be awarded to me as compensation for the loss 
Oi that situation of which I have been so unjustly deprived. 

My only means of subsistence having been so inconsiderately wrested from 
me, and my character vilified for (I may say) almost “ nothing,”' will, I trust, be 
considered sufficient excuse for my continued importunitv. 

I beg leave to solicit the favour of a reply, and in the meantime desire to 
nave the honour of subscribing myself, &c. 



— No. 11. — 

Mr. Carroll to his Grace the Duke of Montrose. 

•nr r i 2, William-street, Waterford, 

3 . , - . , 8 December 1866. 

reulvtntbe^n m k “ S f tte of asking to be informed if I may expect a 

, Your Grace’s, &c. 



— No. 12. — 

Mr. Cmroll to his Grace the Duke oi Montrose. 

My Lord 2 ’ William-street, Waterford, 

add“^ o n iTG CeiVed \ re ^ to the letto which? had The 8 ho 7 nour of 
^3d^& Ce ° nthe 13th of November last, and which I presume it 
the liberty of dirppti m unanswere d } I trust you will pardon me if I now take 
the letters with vvhirh ® ^ our attent i° n to some of the statements contained in 
n entfofal dji’ff 0 ^ 6 P leased to favour the two Members of Parlia- 

whioh ma y * found not altogether 

regret not bcLn-TTT * T “ a ^ ter a reconsideration of this case you 
vhal importance to ™ 5" 7 T P r . CTi °“ decision.” In a matter of such 
support was at stake it c W H ere t ^ at situation which was my only means of 
and most complete infm-T.-^ n0t unreasona '>le to expect that the fullest 
elicited from both of o, atl0E ^ ln an y way bearing on it should have been 
f the parties most deeply concerned before any decision 

would 
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would have been arrived at yet, though frequent communication may have 
been held with Mr. Long, and my letters perhaps submitted to him for enquiry 
or explanation, no application whatever for a single particle of information has 
been addressed to me, nor have I been appealed to regarding the correctness or 
otherwise of any statements he may have made concerning me. Under such 
circumstances, it seems rather a matter of astonishment to many how “ that 
full reconsideration” could have been given to this case which its importance so 
urgently demanded. 

Nor have I once entreated your Grace to alter your previous decision in my 
regard, except on the conditions so clearly expressed in my memorial, viz., 
that, if ’on investigation my charges were satisfactorily proved, then, and only 
then, would I expect your favourable consideration. But has the investigation 
(so often prayed for) been granted ? Has a single opportunity of proving my 
charges been afforded me ; or has even the most remote allusion to an investi- 
gation been made in any of the letters received from your Grace ? 

With reference to the statement that I was dismissed “ for writing anonymous 
letters preferring charges against my superior officer”, 1 do confess I entertain 
the idea that anonymous letter writing under such circumstances, where I was 
in a position to prove the truth of those “ charges,” would not subject any 
officer to such an extreme penalty as dismissal until those charges were first 
proved to be false. My utter ignorance of this fact, and it being the first and 
only record of any report having to be made against me to the London office 
after a service of i 8 years, would have been regarded by any person of con- 
sideration as reasons fully sufficient to mitigate most materially the gravity of 
this “ offence” (if such it may be termed). At the same time, are not the 
peculiarly trying circumstances under which that letter was written, or the 
truly galling injustice to which 1 with a number of brother officers were sub- 
jected, and which goaded me on to the commission of this indiscretion, to be 
taken into account. If I have erred in writing anonymously, will it be denied 
that Mr. Long has offended far more gravely in so shamefully abusing the 
authority vested in him by trampling upon the rights of men against whom he 
is unable to bring any just cause of complaint} who have been debarred the 
opportunities which would fit them for promotion, and which have been afforded 
only to his“ favourites,” and whose zeal and attention during the many years 
of service were only to be rewarded by passing them over when an opportunity 
might offer. ' , , 

Let it not be imagined (from what 1 have said) that I desired to stand forth 
as the champion of anonymous letter writing (which is at all times reprehensible) ; 
but I certainly do maintain, that owing to the very peculiar circumstances of 
this case no other course was open for my adoption ; having chosen what 
appeared to me to be the least of two evils, viz., either to brave Mr. Longs 
persecution if I sent a remonstrance through him, or write an anonymous letter. 
The many “restrictions," too (see my letter, 13th November), to which post 
office clerks are subjected, prevented me also from drawing attention to those 
grievances in any other way. 

In reply to the assertion that “ the charges set forth by me have been 
answered and disproved,” it is I trust only necessary to remind your Giace, that 
not one of the gentlemen so unjustly passed over by Mr. Long were asked a 
single question about them. May it not, therefore, be easily inferred in what 
way, and by whom have they been answered and disproved. . 

It being intended to reserve this case for future and full investigation, I am 
unwilling that a single statement in either of the few letters received should be 
suffered to remain unnoticed. _ . 

From no test have I shrunk ; no investigation have 1 . avoided ; but in the 
course which I have taken up andpursuedthrough this affair, I have endeavoured 
to be guided only by that spirit of justice and fair play which (I regret having 
to say) does not appear to have been manifested towards me in return. 

Your Grace’s, &c. 



309 - 
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COPY of all Mesioruls of John Carroll, late a 
Clerk in the Dublin .Post Office, to the Post- 
master General, with the Answers thereto. 



(Sir Henry Winston Barron.) 



Ordered , b ?/ The House of Commons, to be Printed , 

23 May 1867. 



309- 



Under L os. 
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